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EVALUATION KND DOCUMENTATION' lMAKING‘THEM WORK TQGETHER
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e Cos | INTRODUCTIQN o e
'\ . ' N . { . - ¢ 1_,. '-‘ . ' ‘ - ’ .

° : When we evaluate a program, we should keep in mind the major_ L e

P s N

purposes of that evaluatiokk' that <is,l the} role of- the evalua-

tion in the life of the program., One -role of evaluation is forma
L

tive, it serves to help and advise program planners and dévelopers

to :describe and monitor program actiVities,'assess the progress . -

[N

-
4achieved, pick up potent’al problems, and find out what areas need
improvement. Another major role of evaluation is summative~ it is

designed to prov1de a summary Statement about: tY general effec-

- tiveness of the program: to describe it, judge achievement,of its

A - i .
_intended goals, pick'up'unanticipatedréutcomes, and possibly com- }

pare the program Wlth Qimilar ones. ?. , | S ; : o~

»

Both thé formative and the summative evaluator should be con-

{ \‘I-'

cerned with program description, With illustration of the dynamics.
. - ’ s 1 M a

&

of a program: its processes, materials, participants, and social

£ interactions which produce certain outcomes. Describing a program

in this way pOints to ar‘third role foé evaluation, one that 1s
L
useful in both formative and summative modes. This’ is'the role of

4

program documentation. . ‘ R " ‘ . ' -
. . ‘ o \ . _ . N - (/‘
It is important to note that I am’ discussing evaluation,

rather than reseafch. The distinction between evaluation and
b >
researc@,is an importhnt one, encompassing not only questions of

-

¥ . -

.'i/ ‘ ' |
, S .
,
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topic or technique, but-'also fynhdamental differences in.how infor- ~

mation is generated, the kinds ‘of information generated, and their

intended'uses; Following Cronbach and Sgpp%s.(1969)’who cite the
\
need to distinguish decision—oriented from conclusion—oriented
. 4 .

investigations, ‘1 categorize evaluation and documentation as
decision-qriented study -and research as conclusion-oriented study.
’DecLSion—oriented evaluation provides information on program re-
sults relevant for a particular program at a specific time. It‘
‘differs from conclus10n-qriented research, not SO much in matters

oP topic of interest or techniques employed, ‘bBut rathet in the

'motivation’for conducting the work, constraints imposed by the in--

- -

stitUtional setting in which the work is conducted,oand intended
use of the information generated. Thus, the first role of evalua—
'tion should be to generate information that will lead to dﬁcislons

(

. about educational questions - . and problems in a particular set-,

ting, while its secondary role is to generate information of use

9 . . o
in other settings. :
l , " . \\ ' . - R o .
' A great deal of what is called "evaluation" is in. a-
. - - . ' o .. o . .
/conclusion— rather than a decision-oriented vein. Much of it

deals with only the investigator s rather than the decision-

,maker s information needs. Many evaluatiOns lack in description

&

and documentation, they describe outcomes without describing the -
processes< and -events that led to them° . the interaction of o
vinstructional strategies and implementation ‘techniques. - Such
evaluations offer a somewhat stilted picture jof the ,  program

' (Burry, 1979). , ’ T

..

. ¢ !

~

]




A . good program evaluatlon, ‘then, sho'uld .fot only judge the

effect of the program hut aLso dep1ct 1ts effect1ve (or 1neffec—v

tlve) practlces, products, and outcomes.‘ It should demonstrate

how the program was 1mplemented as well as what 1t achleved, this

requlres a thorough descrlptlon and documentatlon of the program.
Impllclt 1n the concepts "of documentatlon.nd gvaluatlon 1s

the desire to discover those effect1ve»pract1ces ma1nta1ned in the
“ A\ .
) 'parent site which may&tyen be adoptad at+other s1tes. Such repli—' .

cation or adaptation- of program pract1des depends strongly on the

evaluator’s description of the program'’ 's crucial features. These

1

features include the act1v1t1es, fmaterials, pe\ple, and soc1a1

- A

factors that constitute the program and, in comblnatlon, led to a o

set of outcomes. « ’ - .-

]

. There is no single,) universally appropriate way, to gather . o

sufficient documentation. The methods chosen should suit the doc-

‘umentation needs of the individual program and are- likely to be

influenced by: .

- 1. The audiences--the peopIe who will examine the results of
L the documentation either as a separate ent1ty\or as part
of an evaluation. : , ) .0

ST :
2. The willingness of the audlences to accept the documenta—
tion as credible. . _ . :

‘ 3. The needs of those who may plan to adapt/adopt the program
’ " in the future. P _ . 1

.

K4. ,Other declslon- makers Aat local, state, regional, and.-
federal levels. o _ - .

5." The amount of time and help avallable to do the job.:

6t- f*he nature of the program documented.

£y s

N . : ' . ‘i\%\' R




WHAT IS PROGRAM DOCUMENTATION? ~ .

; Documentation of a program is a compilation of records of ‘the

program s character1st1cs--part1c1p ts, materials, .activities,

a0

events, socaaP-factors-—and ‘a report (ag part of the overall eval-

) uatlon) of what the program looked like. It should describe alli

the cruc1al features of the program  and be cons1derad%a normal

-

product of program-operatlon and evaluatlon. lt can 1nclude a

wide variety of mater1als such ‘as attendance records, mlnutes of

meet1ngs, 1nternal communlcatlons, materlals and/or thelr desg\lp-

tions, records formally set up to prov1de spéclflc kinds of docu-

mentation, part1c1pant reports, 1nterv1ews, and pbservations. ,

'If pos1t1ve'resu1ts are'found 1n a program, that p@ggram may
\

14

be worth repeating, both to ver1fy 1ts effects and g0 give . more

. people a chance to beneflt from 1t._ For these reasons, a s1mple.

statement of outcome LS not sufflclent in itself. Also needed~is

H

a thorough descr1ptlon ‘which, 1n conjunctlon ‘with’ statements of

outcome;, will document the dynamlc 1nteractlons that helped de-

-

fine the program and its accompllshments.t Slmxlarly, 1f the re-

sults were negative, a thorough documentatlon m1ght help determlne
what went wrong. :/ﬁ _ L o ~\5L |

\ Documentatlon should be detailed enought\ % serve as%a source
for future plannlng. If another institution is 1mpressed by a
program and wants to.implement it; such precise document%tlon will

provide a sou(ce.of plann1ng “for the new part1c1pants in Ahelr own

setting. - o . ' »

-
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£ ‘ ' Documentation, then,.as'part of'eualuatfon,.should help in

»

.. ' \ - e, PRI .- ‘ ’
-data interpretation and 1in interrelation of process and outcome, a

Ahlghly rnterpretat;ve endeavor : : . .

v " ?

At a mlnlmum, documentation should prOV1de 1né;rmatlon on the

- follow1ng. o - a N o é’ - - o
1,' The frame factors of the program' the. part1c1pants, resources,

and facilities avallable. : ~ . . -

- ‘a « - .. . . » .

2. The events ‘and actiwvities ‘in the program. hdw materials wete - N

v . used and if they were used as intended; ‘and the procedures and

' whether they were followed or mod1f1ed to meet evolving
needs.

These klnds of act1v1t1es are- time- and people—related events

\ s %,

-~ that .occur dur1ng the program. It is more d1ff1cult torascertaln

that proposed program act1v1t§es are occurrlng than'that a certain_

I
’ H

number and type of ;aterlals and part1c1pants are present. Also,

some program act1v1t1es are d1ffacult to define and spot. - 'For

i N 7

. examp e, whlle we may ea51ly document the presence of an aide in Ty

" the classroom, how do we spot the presence of “re1nforcement" or.

\

. "acceptance”of cultural diversity" in a classroom settlng?

.

° These intangible | entities cannot be documented in the
. , ' N . \

straightforwardliay that the presencd of materials'and~numbers of ’

_ ‘ . : AN _

participants can be verified. The choice of documentation tech- .

niques is therefore a difficult and sensitive busiﬁess.‘ - ) )
. . N . q . ) . N ‘

: How extensive should the documentatlon be? . \
- Th//documentatlon methods chosen will depend on the factors .

mentiortd earlier--the audiences, the time and other resources

- .available,-and the nature of the program itself. : : : -
. ’\b » )
8 \' .
t @ .
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external audie ces.

gram

\

S

1who may implement the program or parts of it at another site, then

most
» )

what

'tion materials,

o

- The Audiences.’ ﬂ%cumentatioﬁ must be responsyve both'to in-

1

ternal program needs and to ‘the needs ‘and questions of different.

The .need for and amount of documentation ma-
« .
terials tollected on program actiVities .depends primarily on the

belief of the audience that the contpnt of thé documentation accu—

rately portrays what happened in _the program. For instance, an .

¢ €« e

audience consisting largely of partiCipants in the program would

probably&be in.a good position to know if the documentation gives ~

L
an accurate picture. On the . other h!‘d, external audiences zuch .
$ N T '
as funding agencies may be less inclined to accept the documenta-

tion at face value. If the audience consists of a 'group of people’

the conern in documenting will be to com ,cadf*tﬁe program s

>

crucial features to ensure that, the documentation desqribes

R . ¢ s . - N .
‘occurred. , - S " ‘} : - - 4
Time Available. Time détérmines‘the extent to which a pro-

@an be fully documented. , Examination and interpretation of

primary documents and records, construction of specialPdocumenta-‘:
T interViewing, and obserVing -are time-consuming.
While many things in a pregram,h can conceivably be documented, it

v

/&Slese to narrow down the list of these documentable.actiVities

K >

those features ‘that contribute to .

to thosevof highest prioritye

the overall effect of the program.: AR
' R T - X L
The Nature of the Program. This factor also determines~the
. ' * i ' c
amount of documentation needed. The amount of docume

.tion a

program demands is often a functio

ity—-how much it relies on observab
/‘.‘ ) - . m_g_.xﬁ

‘program s tangibil- '
materialk rel tive to spe-' .




¢

onhe in which the‘planne\ program

Tt . . . ¢ . ) B
] T e o . (’:‘}‘ o . : °

A
A
-

cific ,activities. For ekample,- a program consisting oﬁ a series -

\

» ' | c
of printed, , published materials is a fairly tangible program,
while*One that consists primarily of the 1mplementation of proé—

'esses (collaborative program planning in bilingual education or

» 3

values~clarificatuon in mélticultural education) -may have to rely"w

heav11y on diredﬁfobservation to document that these intangible
. i _

propesses indeed occur. . , ‘ ;

4 _ Further, many programs make strong prescriptions about,the
. I ) . .

R

“hature of activities that are to "take’ placeé and how often they,

‘\v

should happen. Thife demand more extensive documentation. A

teacher training program, - for example, where trainees are being'

N,l‘

" instepucteéd to useﬁreinforc1ng techniques in a multicultural set-

Ll N . -

ting,,w1ll need: exteﬁsive documentatfbnr Direct observations,

M ‘ r

possibly byK?everal observers, of how the trainees conduct them-

14 4

. selves in this\gituatioh——in the classroom with children or when

R S

receiving training :at

needed. WL hEY £o ‘be trained- and informed about
J . b - - i . . .

.
.

pecifiés certain minimal levels

'ofiheha@uor(from the participants, for example, where aides or
VOlunteers work W1th students &t their desks 50 pgfcent of the'

day. To d!termine wheuher this activity:;dis as pervasive as in-

"~ b ]

‘(tended, extensive documentation will be needed. Knowing how often

. gram.

»
‘and tht percentage of » time such act1v1t1es have occurred will

lead "o - better,interpretation of process-and outcome 1n ‘the pro-
. , g

-eacher training institution--will. ‘bhe’

Another sibugtibn L¥¥E ca jifor extensive documéntation  is -

"o,
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‘ . . . N ' . m . [N

A documentatlon effort Wlll not always relx_excluslvely on"

~ ‘o

the records or documents that naturally evolve durlng the course

AT

of the program., Dependlng on the nature oﬁ/t e program, We may

4

want to influence the‘k;nd\ of documents “that evolve so that theyg'

qwill'heet.our particular dodumentat}on needs. 2
N : o . ' ‘ \ .. : . /
o DO@MENTAT:}?{« OF FRAME FACTORS

v

This documentation will lgok primarily at theiparﬁicipahts‘

«,and materials that are part of program;%'

Y

Some questlons related to thls part of the documentatlon are:'

T ’ - [

1 - *

B

N . -
P id 3 B

'What percentage of parents part1c1pated? tl ‘ﬁf N ‘f

Are- these parents typlcal of the whof%jschool community_or
only of certain groups’ : , O ' ,

What spec1al characterlstlcs, ) training, abilitiesy or

'community afflllatlons are requlred for staff members?

Did the staff meet these requlrements? O . o
Materlals A ‘ - . : : . ‘ |

\ ) 7 - . -»

P

What new 1nstructlon§l materlals were developcd?
How did this development occur? By whom? When? = = ¢ .

Where can a set of these materials be found fon,examlnation?
* )

o .
o - B

(4

- ' i - [ N -t

Participants - ' .

Who‘are the studenss in the program? I -

How old are they?. . o . " ﬁﬁ',

¢ ¢

'Whaukgs the1r llngulstlc background?

,Whatxare the1r SES levels?) U o '




- o to : ' 4
’ . - LY

How were students/classes selected?

-.How do they comPare to other students in the district?
i

'R

T DOCUMEN'féATION OF PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

’
S F

Thls.’documentatlon will . look prlmarlly at the. events ‘and
activities of the program. People who may follow the program will
need to.know exactly what processes and activities occurred. If
people want to formgﬁgasonable hypotheses about what crltlcal pro-

'-gram factors helped produce lts outcomes, documentatlon will pro-
vide needed 1nformgtlon. Further, discoveries of th1s klnd wlll
help form future policy decisions, thus glv1ng evaluation a w1der
un1verse of relevance than would the s1ngle—pr03ect focus. .

o

Where a pro:ect 1ntends to. 1mplement a part1cular program and
produce certaln outcomes, documentatlon can’ demonstrate uts ac-
'countablllty. .This is particularly true in cases where a program
aims toward . outcomes far distant in the future or.those that are .

lefflcult to recognlze or_measure accurately. In theseﬁcases,

documentation ,'may be thel’ onli‘ basis:ﬁ for _ short-term
accountability.
- » . THREE POSSIBLE METHODS IN DOCUMENTATION"

There are three pr’ncipal’approaches to documentation that

can. be used singly or in comblnatlon.
~ .
1. Gatherlng information d1rectly from program part1c1pants.
students, teachers, aides, parents, administrators, etc..
These . part1c1pants ‘are asked to write descr1ptlons of
program activities. As an alternative, they may be " 1n—
terv1ewed or asked to complete a questlonnalre._ '
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-

10

-

4

L@ L v - q
2. USlng the records kept -over .the course .of ‘the. program (as

"well as influencing the generatlon of kinds of. partlcular L

records that would be useful to spec1f1c documentation
needs). N3

. . . . v . .

3. Conducting direct obserVatlons of the program operatlng
in the classroom or elsewhere.

Q
‘. o

- *

How do you make declslpns about ‘what to use? ’ .

© 9

What sort of doéumentatlon information would be most useful-

in a situation? Would the evaluator like to know\gow well the
1mplemented program f1t the or1g1nal proposal? .Or ‘is the eval--
dator prlmarlly interested in program outcome, regardless of the

N\
proposal? Does the evaluator want 1nformatlon on the ﬁ‘ogram with

v -

respect to a particular model, phllosopﬁy, or theory of.edubatlon?

L

That is, does the?program represent an example of this model,

phllosophy, .or theory of education? bThese questions"highlight

three dxfferent points of view that mlght be' taken toward program -

documentation. ‘Each ,p01ﬂt of v1ew has a ,sllghtly different
S N _ ' —_—
purpose, but the purposes are not mutually exclusive.

4

1. Documentation of consistepncy with the program;plan. Doc-

o .

umentation from this point of view will involve collect-
ing data to determing the extent to which the (crucial)

activities as planned did occur; and if they did not oc-
. oL -

e cur, what happened instead. ’

.
LN

2. Plan-free documentation. Sometimgs program implementors
lack consensus about whatizohstitutes a program's crucial

- activitiesf sometimes these activities cannot be identi-

© 2

fied until the program beg1ns. In this situation, and

»

P when plans are changed to meet evolv1ng needs, plan-free

P

°




11

b

documentation will be useful. What actually occurred

[

will be documented, regardless'bf what was intended. w -
. ” . , ¢

Documenting from the plan-free point of view; however,

does risk omission from the documentation of various -

activities that some’ participants * might feel ' were

crucial. Its "a}ivantage is Jhat a r'e”‘.l’a'-t-ivemly dnbiased
picturé of what the- program actually* looked 1like in
operation wil} occur, and

~ o Pl

activities not originally conceived will be uncovered. -

perhaps pervasive and crucial

3. Thecry4based documentation. This approach  permits pro-
gram . documentatiorn. in terms of consistency with a theo-

‘retical prescription of how these activitiesAShould look;
ﬁhat isi.whetger the program is consistént with a speci-'
'fied educatidnal model, tﬁeory, or;pgiiosophy.
Documentation, in terms of theory, will prévséé'vaIUable
ihformat}on‘for fhtu é planning, especially.if‘the docu-
mentation is tied into éValuation,measureé of outcomé%
If ghe program has Qchomes that are difficult to mgésdre
or that will occur far in‘ﬁhe_fdéure; at least the docu-
menﬁation wili demonstrate accountability for implement-
: fng activities that, by virtue of model or‘thgbry, are:
0 likéiy to bring about these outcomes. -
While one particular documenﬁation point of view may assume
primary importance, the overall plan can call for the use of:moré
than one viewpoint, if appropriate. In this way, a_documgntétion
effort might describe achievéﬁent*‘of intentions (consiéfency),

achievement of unexpected .or unplanned effects |, (?1an1

Pl




’,f\;ree), and the contributioﬁvof a particglar educationa{ philosophy

(theory—besed),r

INFORMATION GATHERED DIRECTLY FROM PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

Although the credibility of findings based on participant's
1 ’ ’ .
reporting may'be challenged by some, they can still coptribute to
a .-fairly accurate deSErlptlon of program activities. Gethering

partlclpants reports will involve questioning partlclpants‘gspe—
v o - &

cially in terms of, but not-necessarily limited»to, consisteé&y
‘ . \

‘with program plan or -theory. There are three ways of accomplish-

‘ing documentation. via staff reports: ’
. . . A :

1.. Participantstcan_write a repcrt d@nwhat they did and how
these activities are consistent with(tﬁose prescribed.t

“1 »' ' 2. Questionnaires can be constructed for participahts. This |

will involve .forming a list.of critical activities and

i

framiﬁg/questions about their occurrence.

3. Participants can be_interyiewed. ‘The interview can ei-
ther be structured .(demanding the predeeign of ‘an inf

\ _ terview questionnaire) or unstructured ‘:(requiring
that partlclpants describe how what they d4id was consis-

: tent with the program prescrlptlon).. In the‘iatter meth-

od, exten51ve notes must be recorded and transcrlbed.

et
’

Participant Reports

Eliciting participant reports is advantaéeous in that a spe-
cial instrument can be quickly designed for them, An -added ad-

¥

vant%geiis its focds on participant perception‘gf the program's

importafit activities. These reports can be of two kinds: period-
. . .

-
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ic reports throughout the course of the program or retrospective

reports at its end.

A

Periodic reports will yield fairly accurate documentation.

»

They do not make demands on memory like those required by epd-of-

'program reports. On the other hand, end-of-program reports,fand

the resulﬁant{introspection,'may providefa picture more tempered .

by reflection.

&

Questionnaires

Questi‘hnaires must'be written~to’elicit responses that are
accurate descriptions of the prograns There are two formats com-
vmonly\used yn‘writing questionnairesé-closed.(selected) or _open
kconstructed) responses. ClOsed response s%ores easily ‘and re-
ports clearly, but tends to lock respondents into answers- dicated’
by’ the items. Open response is time—consuming, but it allows re-
spondents to express themselves freely and may - prov1de a fuller
picture.}k A questionnaire can--and frequently should--consist of

both kinds of responses.
) : LT .

InterViews . . P «/) ”

-

Using interviews for program documentation has several advan-
tages over participant reports and questionnaires. Thes interview
is a personal,-faceEto-face coniactwl’This offers flexibilityiin

- . ]
asking questions and provides an opportunity to obtain complete

. ;\

responses. I1f, for instance, it is discovered that a particular

activity has not occurred, interviewing allows this question to be

-

pursued further, probing for the respondent?s‘opinion abohE¥Mh§~it

-

SR . _ . L
was not used and'digtovering whether it was used in ?thr classfa

v

N
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rooms. Such questi@ns can provide more complete information than
'might the questionnaire or _the participant report. t
Andther advantage of ‘thé interview is that the information
"gained ;111 be more complete. Participant reports must rely upon
the writer's recall of what occurred, 'and the 'writer‘s memory
may be[faulty In the interview, the respondent can be cued and
questioned about specific areas that might otherw1se be over-.
looked; If carafully handled, the interview offers maximum access
to information.{ Iﬁ can, however, be time-consuming.

. The form of tne intervgew will depend on(the frame of refer-
‘ence chosen for asking questions. Like the cldsed response ques-

n

tiqnnaif%, an intermiew can be st\Uctured, based on specific ques-

tions in a prearranged order. . Neither the. queftions’ nor.their

order are varied across interv1ewees.' It can alSo be unstruc—. )

tured, consisting of a few general questions with predetermined
probes designed to allow the respondent to amplify answers.
Self—report information from the program partic1pants can be
adequately covered through staff reports,m questionnaires, and
interviews. Yet, reports, questionnairesiiand interyiews of staff
members, no matter_how well carried out, rely upon the opinions of
the staff members and the information they are willing to give.
Questionnaires and intermiews; further, may be poorly cﬁnstructed,
‘leading to‘biased information.' In such‘cases; credibiiity~can be
increased hy examining records or by direct observation. '

s

ol ,

~

*




EXAMINATION OF RECORDS

o - T T : o
_ : Records can provide systematic, tangible accounts. of*progra
S, - . Q
occurrences. There-are two thlngs to cénsider about progrém doc -

™

/;entat;on by record exam1nat10n° (1) u51ng existing program're -

| .t .
ords, and (2) designing special-recordkeeping systems for the doc-

- -

“umentation. . ) : .
- N\

It is genarally possible to use’ekisting records kept over

the course of a proéram already underway. ' In 'the absencéfofirec-

| ord. systems speclflcally de51gned for docomentatlon purposfs,
records normally kept for program admlnlstratlon or materials that’

y) . result tErom the 1mplementation of program activities will often
yield a considerablé amountfof‘taﬁ ihforﬁa&ion réquired. .. //
AAn,important advantage to uaing records is thag'they provide
more“credibﬂ! ingormation than staff reports.” They also prov&de
» information on program activitiea without troubling the partici—
paats'with requests for wrﬂtten.reoorts or with{éime~coﬁaumingg
questionnairéé and interviews: Records kept for the program?ﬁhow— ’
ever, may not contain;all the informat;on reouired forvan“aocuraté
program doscription.. This)is why records_are‘more commonly uéed

as sources of documantation- for only some prograﬁ _actirities.
Unless recordkeeping,iS'carefglly planneo for particular.docuqaa-
‘tation needs, records seldom contain the whole story, aad what

they do contain may be inaccurate. E j ) ‘ g

‘Anotﬁer factor to consider is that,‘ t tlmes; there.mayvba
legal or ethlcal barriers to record examlnatlon. Prbbleﬁﬁ over

' L

the legallty of recﬂiﬁ examination often can be overcome by assur~"

s, 0"




mation from them, and summarize the data (Stenhouse, 1977).

. tions, - observations of the program in’ action w111 be a major

»
s

rS

ances that data collected‘wiIlAbe presented in -summary form and

will keep confidential the identities of individbals. Documenta-

tion by means of r?cord examination,can also be a time-consuming

process. It takes time to pbtain records, extract relevant infor—

- v

A

’

OBSERVATIONS Y

€

. 3 -
[ .- N . N &

» Any documentation can profit from on-site observation of the
' R

program 1n»action, In many cases, thi§(w1ll merely involve the

observer's-presence during a ;mogram session. In other si}ua-

By

sburce of documentation data. Some people feel that observation

N

is: the method for performing program documentation. - ‘Observa—
. )

tion, however, may itself interfere w1th the 'working of the pro=

'

gramq cau51ng anxiety and affecting the routine operation of- tl e
Y

'_very actiVities to .be observed. o | \

”

Observation techniques can be informal ‘or formal. Informalj

observations involve a casual look at the\program by a few ob- \
)
. »’ L
servers, followed by preparation of a report. They are quick and

* easy to ' achieve. Formal (or systematic) observations

tion times and recording methods. . T »

follow

miore'strictly controlled'methodology, specifying observa-

Systematic observations should be considered when:

1. The program is guided by a highly specific plan or theory.
The stronger the prescription, the more systematic the docuﬂ

mentation should be. : -

2. The documentation and evaluation may be used to make generali—
zations about the causes of the program s outcomes.

b
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3._ The. Zrogram s aud1ences may ask for strong support1ng data. .

In the absence of these kinds of constlons, systematlc obser-
' ! 'i e, ¢

vation may not be necessary; but these,cond;t;ons are likely to be
there in some form or other. , ' .
The cred1b111ty attr1buted to systematlc observatﬂ&n methodS'“

stems from the\clear deflnltlon of ‘these techn1ques, they,@re-

scribe what observers will watch and h3w they w1ll record their *®
, ca : : : :
observatlons. ‘ "/ N - i B . .

-

The purpose of systtmatlc observatlon is to prov1de ev1dence
\
of ﬁﬁether a. program was 1mplemented as planned. But the observ-

ers do not judge;- rather, they are human record1ng 1nstruments who
'are transferrlng to paper a record of the actlv;tles that occur as

\] .
the program operates. “« o™ : _ . : -. N

Dependlng on the p01nt of v1ew from whlch the evaluatlon is

'fbelng undertaken (plan-free, plan-based, theory-based, or some

-comb1natlon), obsenuers may or may ‘not be pre1nstructed about what

’
r

Qbehav1ors to look for. - .

@

We can organlze observ;tlon methods accord1ng tos

1. Whether or, not the behaviors to be observed ™ave been. -prede-
fined. ' X ~ C

2. How observers have been instructed to behave dur1ng and after

the observation session--Whether they sit and watch, write,
make checks on a checklist} or reconstruct what, happened after
the /observation period has ended.

sttematié'observation is a technique where events and behav-

[

iors to be watched (or watched for) can be predefined. There a}e,

s

LI °

three methods available' for conductlng observatrons based on

predeflned notion of how the program should look:




". . | . s ) . ‘_\.‘ ‘ . )l . B}”, .
‘1. Checklists. The observer, with a list .of define . behav-

A ) \l'
iors, waits -for them* to occur. When they do,‘the ob-

-

server checﬁ!‘that they have occurred a% leastFonce or

tallies their frequency. : ‘7 °ff

] . ' ™~ . i'
) 2. Coded behav1or reports. . The observer learns codes or
symbols representing\events-and behaviors to be watched,
.keeps a running record of the sequence of occurqence of

E

" .these events, and ignores events for which no stbols are

prov1ded. . o R i

7

3. 'Delayed peports. The obse;ver is told which events/ be-'

hav1ors to watch for and then observes the - program in

\ [

questionnaire that‘%records the occurrence and form of

the’ behaviors that were watched, asks about the dégree of -

frequency with which they occﬁrred (rating scales), or

. ~° 1

‘uses a’ combination of recording methods. o

These three observation techniques will be useful forjobtainf

ing slightly different types of data where different preconditions

exist. Which observation method will most closely fit the_docué

-operation._ When the prescribed period for the observh;‘ii'

tion has ended, the observer fills out a«checkiist or -

'mentation needs"will depend on the information required. - For

instance, if. frequency of occurrence is the primary 'oncern, the

2

checklist may be sufficient. If, however, the typi al sequences

of events must be described, the coded behaVior will/be needed.x
Checklists will be' usdful when the evaluato “wants to ‘know

whether oq/how often certain events or behaviors occurred. They

-

e
g




wili not héipeéocument the form thatfthgy took, Where many behav-
iorsYevents are to be watched, it- w111 be difficult to use a
checklist. 6neuof the two'other~methods-—coded behavior’or de-
layed .report--will be more appropriate. A checklist can ' be used
to tally!freQUencylor duration of, activities. The method for taL;

'lx&ng*frequency differs slightly from that for tallying duration.A ;

-

Duration demands some sort of . timeé sampling, where observations
are paced by the bassing of short-time intervals;,'Frequency tal-
P . A '

Lying.means tallying each occurrence of a discrete behavior or
. o ~ : ’

eveit.
. Coded'behav1or records allow the evaluator to record the oc-

-

currence of several behav1ors, though each of these behaviors must_

be precisely specified. Essential to the coded behavior record

method 1s the assignment of symbois, or codes;ftO‘the behaviors
-observed. " These codes w1ll be used by observers to produce a
qu1ck, running account of the behaviors they: observe.l To achieve
.the desired account, observers will have .to be’ trained to distin-
.?dish one behavior fromqanother and to learn the‘symbol system., A
goodorule-oféthumb‘is to set up-a code system com;rising ashfew
‘symbols as 90551ble in order to ensure that observers will ne1th9r ‘
‘forget nor corifuse them.  1If symbols can be compined to provide

precise descriptions ' behav1ors, the repertOire of posSible be-

havior descriptions w111 increase dramatically Ldepending on the

number .of permutations of cjybinable symbols). In other-words,

A\
-the number of symbols used should be as small as. pos51ble, but

T

theysshould be combinable so that the number of possible precise'

behavior descriptions that can be made will still be extensive.
- . . _
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. Coded behavior records are gqnerally more time-consuming than
. - [} ' .

“'simple checklists.-‘-‘Observers- must be trained and tested for

~ .

: agreement on the mean1ng of symbols they will use to keep track of

] -

what‘they observe, Once these obserVatlons are taken, data must

-

stiTi be extracted from'the observation records. Counting talLies
i

or scoring checkllsts take minlmal bume, but coded behav1or rec—
ords produce strlngs of symbols. These symbol strlngs must be

subjected to further 1nterpretatlon for the 1nformatlon obta1ned

to be suitable far repofting.

ﬁhen shouLd‘coded behavior records be collected? The coded

”

. behavior regord will dive_vmore information about thi[ form ‘of

behaviors—-how theyuiooked invoperation-?than will the checkiist.
'Depénding on how the categories are defined for coding, the evalu~ -
ator will be able to detect whether activities happened in the way
prescribe& by the‘program plan or theorv; Also, if the activities
did not c01nc1de with the plan, the evaluator will be able to de—

scr1be what happened 1nstead. The coded behavior record w;ll also

- . .
4 [

prov1de 1nformatlon about the form the act1v1t1es took, show1nq
patterns of events, activities, and behav1ors.

Two common methods, tracklng by event/behavior and tracklng
/b; time perlods, are in general use for setting up a coded behav—
ior report. When tracking by event, the observer marks a symbol
each time it occurs, no matter how long it/lasfs.- When tracking
by a t1me perlod, the observer notes each time a prescribed tlme
period passes. If the individual belng observed performs an ac-

k¥1v1ty for a long time, the observer notes ‘a symbol for the behav-

ior’ dlsplayed each time a period of part1cular length passes.

,
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' Tracklng behavior is most useful for- not1ng behavior “or events.

that change often. over the. course of an observatlon, or when “the

«,

event of 1nterest has a clear beg:.n'nélng ‘and end. Tracking by time
s

perlods works better where behav1ors/events are prolonged.,_Obvi—

A

ously, 1t 'is possible to combine the two methods. g‘ . ~'_‘
o~ o ~Delayed reports are cHeckllsts or questlonnalreipcompleted by‘
,' the observer after a ‘perlod of obseryation has ended..' This
e ,t ( P * n

‘"tlme unit" method, h1ghly systematlc, follows a clearly deflned
schedule. é:th questlon;;1re or checkllst in hand, the observé//

S “ watches short (a few m1nutes) segments of a part1c1pant's be-

y hav1or, takes a- predetermlned number ofﬂmlnutes to fill out a long

checkllst or questlonnalre, observes ‘another time unit of the same

\3F another person s\behav1or, then records, observes, etc. ' The

observer can e1ther ‘record notes in the place of occurrence or

withdraw to record the data, as when such would dastréct

or peruce,anxlety/ltLthe partlclpants. ‘Observations made this'
B ’ 1 ~ -

ijrly where rellﬁbllity can . e demonstrated

systematically, panti

between two or mére ob ervers, are h&ghly cred1ble. - Of course,

th1s hlghly)regulated approach demands that the beha%ﬁors observedr
4

T be describable via checkllst or questionnaire;: 1t also demands

- that the‘predetermined time segments be selected from periods of

‘the day when the behaviors in question.-are . 'likely ko occur.
Delayed reports are most useful where behav1ors must be watched go
‘carefully dur1ngﬂ£he observat/ion petlod that record1ng on-the-spot
.would 1nterfere. It is also the method to &hoose when data from

many part1c1pants must be gathered during an observatlon perlod.

When the behaviors of many people are involved, observers can plan

N




to watch diffejént peoplﬁgdein;”each time

/

_Setting up and -filling out a coding systim

-a questionnaire.

t e

d
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segment- Aften record-

ing behaViors.of one individual for a given time segment, each ob-y

4 ).
- [ _n

server can SWitéh to a d1fferent person. - e

Yy . ,

‘%.J .
" The delayed report methodology is less‘time-consuming than

In realrty, USlng the‘

delayed report method is not much more complex than the writing of Q

There are, however, two procedures that must’ be‘

followed in addition to deyeloping a questionnaire°

1. " The observers must .be preinformed about what they are

. looking for by having them learn the questions on the

0 N questionnaire beforehand. .

The observation ‘'sessjion must be formalized as” much as

- possible by controlling when it will occur, how long it
will last, and who will be observed. = o

is _close'emphasis- on behaviors ‘not _beca,us'e I

-

question an observe ability to make inferences

‘extent I do), but" because inferenée in a recording iﬁstrument will

1nev1tab affect the/reliabilxty of the observation method.

<
scheme géts the same results as another observer using the same
{

scheme. It is a measure of the stability of a measurindsmethod.

Frequently, reports of an observation method are acc pani d by an

index ..of the instrument's reliability. The correlatio " be-

tween observations from each of ‘two observers can-serqe as an in-

dex of reliability.

see the same thing as they watch the same_ behaviors, but they

ake the same - inference from what they have seen.

might not

For the sake- of agreement among observers, the ineVitable 1nfer-n

(thouéh to én'

Two or more  observers can be relied upon to

Ry

3N Gt
liability is the degree 'tq which one observer using an observationjai

LS
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o

ences they make must be kept as close as possible to the behaviors

a

observed. oo
Where inference is inescapablef reliability‘can be increased

by pretraining observers SO - that they agree ° about exactly which

behaviors’ are referred to by each item on the recording instru—
ment. A relatively high~inference report system that can demon-
strate high reliability (a correlation of .80 or better) w111 be

as. useful and credible as. any other.

As noted earlier; knowing which documentation technique(s). to

use is difficult.~ In addition; deciding whether the documentation ’

should stress program and plan consxstency, be'plan—free, illus-

' trate theory, or take the form of some combination is also diffi—

'~

cult. Further,'some of the particular techniques described re-

quire more time and effort in their proper uses.

s &

'Careful documentation, however, adds to the evaluation compo— ‘_"g
nent an element that fully describes program implementation-and |
practices and those events‘ and processes that :inte;acted \to' f
achieveeoutcomes. This goes far befond the'typical procéss of
statement of outcome and‘estimatioh“of effect. It recbgniZes pro-

gram uniqueness and documents what a particular programldid to

achieve its particular outcomes with a certain kind of student.

@

- SUGGESTIONS FOR PRACTICE

What to Look At

Evaluators must become: thoroughly familiar with a w1de vari—

ety of program features. They must build into their information— '

'gathering plan a. variety of formative tasks to. include examination




of program'implementation, using resultant information *o suggest

‘areas of - program improvement and careful documentation of  the

implemented geaturesh and' their relationships. Evaluators must

also improve their summatiye‘evaiuation activities by estimating’

the contribution of specific program features to program outcomes.

Evaluators must single out approﬁriate .program features for_'

examination in an evaluation that is both technically sound

and sensitive to  the' needs, and constraints 6f the program
under examination. -

"« These a1ms can be fac111tated by" examlnlng the program plan

or description; determinlng (in consultation with program partici-

l

pants) whlch.program features need to be evaluated, decidlng upon

the means to evaluate these features; selecting methods to ensure

ongoing documentation of their implementatfoﬁT relationships, and

»*

information to various audiences. T .
- Features most needing evaluation and documentatidn~will\vary

"from progtam to program. §%1ection of these features and manage-

B

ment of their evaluation/documentatlon can fac111tated through '

[

examining regulations governlng the . program, program p;ans _and

records, preViously gathered evaluative information, and discus-.

sions with staff. _Evaluative feedback ,on these features may en-°

o -
L]

. l‘ 3 * . . * .'8 ) ) -
hance the information's utility for - program staff. - Such

reporting, ‘also, will be invaluable to others who may use the.

ihformation to develop and implement a similar program. o

‘cumulative effects; and considerihg appropriate means of reporting-
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From Which Point of View: Consistency, Plan-Free, Basis ‘in
Theory, or Combination? ' . '

' Consistency with program plan. This point of view presup-

poses the existence of some sort of ‘guiding plan or description.

Collection of documentation data will determine the extent to
which the crucial activities of the program occurred as planned;

if they did not, " the docdmentation should pick up what happened

L)

instead. This information, together with other evaluation data,

is most useful to program staff who want formative evaluation

- ,information——information that will help them decide whether the-
wprogram is working as intended' if not, why not; areas~where theA
program can be modified and improved; and areas in which the
:.program s operation is optimal bqt for which a written
plan was ‘poor, or did not anticipate unforeseen events. This
approaoh ‘tos.documentation is also extremely useful in  the
sumnative. evaluation of a program; it proﬁides present program
operators and potential second—éeneration -program gsers' with a
oareful description of implementation and the setting> most
<condnci;e to its success.

-

Plan-free documentation. This approach to documentation

avoids prebonceptions about how program activities should ‘1look.
A it may be used in conjunction with the consistency approach.
'Thére are several situations ih which plan-free documentation"
might be useful:._ : | ¢

1. .The program has no plan, nor is it based on a theory or
¢ ~ model; it may be very appropriate in a program that is in
' its very. early and. evolv1ng stages. . _— ‘ ;
2. Theré is - a plan, but it is- either too vague or too gran-
diose to Dbe practical for 1dentifying documentation

ST .needs, : »
. . S - .-. . ) . . »
L \ . ) . ) - &
ERIC YL | ”9 | |
N ’ L : . . K
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3. There is an apparent need for more naturalistic documen-
tation that might be used in conjunction with a ‘plan-
consistency or theory approach to provide a fuller pic-

_ture of the program.

E 4

Plan-free documentation, especially of ‘complex programs, al-

lows for uncoverihg important features or activities as 'imple-
~ ) ’

mented that might have gone unmentioned in the plan. This will

‘often occur where there are strong social and political forces

likely to affect the program. But this kind of documentation,
as a sole source, may overlook ,activities crucial to program
blanners.‘ The decision must be made whether the ttadefoff is

likely to be faVorable for producing a ‘useful and credible docu-

3

-

Theory-based documentation. This apéroach-is useful for pro-

grams that attempt to 1mp1ement a model of teaching, a theory of

learnlng, or a philosophy of schooling. These phenomeha may have
1dent1fy1ng characteristics, prescriptions about .the nature of
actdvities,in which the participants should engage. Propohents of
each theory, philosophy, or mOdel'will contend that its particdlar
activities will be the'dause of'thebprogram's hoped-fot outcomes;
Documentation based onttheorylwill then provide a check on whether
these prescribed activities are 1ndeed occurrlng and the extent to
which they typlfy what happens’ to participants durlng program,
operation. This approach is also partlcularly .appropr;ate for
’outcomes that are not directly measurable or that will not bg*

realized 'untii some future™ time, often after. ‘the program has

ended; In this kind of situation, it is best used together w1th

one of the two methods degcrlbed above.

%
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° Settlng Up the Dogumentatlon : N

The following’ suggestlons are intended to help eﬁsure a docu-
mentation systeg that will pr0v1de v lld, reliable,- and useful in-

formatlon. They amplify the three basic approaches to documenta-

@

tlon outllned earller.

3

.. Information gained from program partlclpants, ) 'Iﬁis can

consist - of reports, questionnaires, and interviews.
L a. Participant reports can be periodic and gathered

v . throughout the course of the program, or retrospec-

@  tive ahd collected at its end. . .
O'If/zgu—reig'on periodic reports, inform partici-

.« pants about the doeameﬂiatien effort, why .you need

this information, and how it will be useful to-pro-

gram participants as well as to the evalqation ef-

fort. _Llst the reports you w111 need. List.the

(:\ partlcsgigiislnvolved and the dates on which you

» yan need reports, prepare 1nstructions for the wrlters,

and gather and interpret thelr reports.

i e If you rely on retrospective reports, decide when

"/,Q;J//"you will need them, and provide wriﬁers with suffi-

cient lead time to meet your deadlines. Decidé how

many reports>§ou will need, keeping in miné con-

- cerns with data‘reliability and credibility. ’Pref»

pare'instructionsffor the writers and gather and
interpret their repprtstv N o

" b. Questionnaires can be closed— or open-response-

format. The steps 1in questlonnalre development con-

sist of:




L

e Preparing a program' activigies checklist. This
checklist will refer ta the program plan or theory;
/4 - _ level of deteil,'frequency end duration of events,
;fcrm that the events »teke, anc degree of

e barticipaht involvement. ,‘_‘.Je B .

[y

o Considering question cateéories. Consider accurecy
.\\L | ' of questions 1n terms of occurrence, frequency,
N duratlon of activities as well as. form and degree
of 1nv01vement. -
.o De51gn1ng the guestionnaire. ' This can "take the
‘«. form of closeqbresponse, open response, Or a combl--
nation of the two.

e Critical exami”nation-. of the questicné: ‘ 'Are | they A
’straightforﬁerd? DoAEhey imply a hidden;egenda?
Will they lead to biased answers? | |

e Testing and revlslng the questlonnalre as neces-
‘eary. Are the . quéstlons 1nterpreted in the way you
intended?

e Administering, analyzing, and interpreting re-

.

sults. o
@. Interviews can be structured or unstructured. . 1In
. ' writing questlons for the, structured interview:

e Prepare a program actlvrtles checklist (w1th the

same kind of concergé followed for questlonnalre

development). '~
- e Generate questions based on the list of activities;

prepare alternate .phrésing and prdbings' to meet
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nohexplicit responses. Again, ‘tHe focus is on

occurrence, frequency, duratlon, form, etc.

° Cr1t1cally examlne the questlons-./make sure the

»
a

questlons do not answer themselves.

.In wr1t1ng questlons for the unstructpred interview:

. Follow the same focus as above, but generat1ng only'

a few general questlons to be followed by probes to
~ 7 /
elicit detail. ’

For both forms,of the interview:

Al

o ' : e Assemble the interview form: Make sure guestions

3 - J
are in logical order and that-there is plenty of

space to write answers.

- o Wr1te an 1ntroductlon that sets the tone, states

13

| why you need the 1nformatlon, how you will use it,

o F o and describes data- conf1dent1al1ty.. _y

° Rehearse the interview, looking for 1ncons1stency
1n the: loglc of questlon sequencing and, d1ff1cult

or threatenlngly‘worded questions.

v

2. Examination of records. These can be record systems de-

they can consist of records that naturally evolve during

»

the life of the program. Agaln, set up a program act1v1-~

’ | ties ldist reflect1ng plan, theory, or phllosophy. F;nd

out which program records will naturally be maintained.

tation needs in terms of program events “and the1r occur-

-

rence, duration,’form, and participant 1nvolvement.

>

signed -specifically for the program's documentation_or

Determlne»whlch of these: records will meet your documen-.

N
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R-X

‘umentatlon needs, discguss Wlth staff/partlclpants

ways to 1ncorporate the records you want.

Prepare a plan for collecting and extractlng data:

CIf the plann@Q\records do not e‘tlrely megt your doc-{

You will probably ngt be able to collect and_tran-b

~———

scrlbe data om\every partlclpant and event over the

course of the program. What' S more, to prod ce a

detalled and credlble docymentatlon, you may not need -

y

'to cover the, entire spectrum of activities.
"'There are two possible record collection plans for reduc;h~'~
'1ng the’ amount ‘of data. - : S

Reduce the number of records to examine by selectlng

r-4
a sample (random, repreSentatlve) of participants

and events and base Yyour documentation on these

records. only. o .
Reduceothe number of records to~eramine by sampliug

time units over the course of the prbgramz ‘sam-
ple of days, weeks, or even months. ‘ o

_Observations. These can be informal or'systematic. If

_a.

b.

C.' B

you rely on informal observatlons-

Explaln to the observers how the ptogram should look

‘or descrlbe its underlylng theory or phllosophy.v

'Tell the observers what to look ﬁgr.

Have each observerg?ook at the program two or three'
]

times during its operation.

\ . . )
B o . 8 \
3 | b

[TEREN




%ﬁ> &%ve observers. write reports. describing yhat they

saw, or give each observer a gquestionnaire, Or inter-
* ‘ ¢

y
view them. -

Systematic observatiOns_can'consist of checklists, codéd.

_ n . Ve
reports, or delayed reports.

Systematic observation "consists of placing one or more

observers into a real situation in the program. The ob-

\\servatlon is systematlc ‘because:’

a.

a.

thhS'COhSlst of the fOllOWlng.

‘Ory, and’philosgphyl .

Observers enter at a preselected, typlcal tlm;>in the

program S, llfe. e : '

They stay £or a pre-a9901nted ‘length of t1me.

‘They. are usually guided in thelr observation by somei

form of pre-lnstructlon. ! .

’ : ‘. ..

The steps 1nvolved in carrylng out systematlc observa-

. B

-

Construct an activities checklist reflect plan, the~

Y
Y
~

Observe the program in operation to get a perspec-

tive about what the observers are likely to encoun-

ter; this will help yoc with questions for the obser-
vation 1d%trument. | |
sl [N

‘Prepare an act1v1t1es scenario to cover the events
and behaviors - that - should take place as well as -
those that should not. - It is  important to get
information on- both. o

Choose an. observation method: . checklist, coded .

beﬁavior_ report, or delayed report. "~ The 'method:
‘ -

«. . %

-

e
NI
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chosen depends on the events you . described in your

‘ scenarios as well as your documentation needs.
- 4

¥ ' : : S
. Checkllst ' 0\ T
c Use a checkllst when: . | '
l. You want to measure how long a behav1or lasted or how often it
' occurred.
‘ ‘2. You want to measure partlclpant involvement and you feel that
duration or frequency of behav1or§ of the participants will
_reflect involvement.
33 Your scenarlo depicts (or you wish to document) very few (six
or fewer) cruclal behaviors to.be monitored. . K .
” . 44. The scenario depicts relatively few behav1ors to be dlsplayed
1n a fixed sequence. . _ , : N
o \ | : . .
' Coded Behavior Report’ ,
\ . 5 —
, \ \
Use a coded behavior report when: . | .
1. You want to record the sequences in which behaviors’ occurred,
) 1nclud1ng those sequences not prescrlbed.
2. You must document many (more. than 6 /and as many as 100).
* behaviors. - . : - R
ko - 3. The amount of time avallable_and your own expertise make 1t

o feasible to devise a code for recording behav1ors.

4. You want ‘to record as much as posslble of what the obsérver
sees. - .

Delayed Reports - - . ) RN

Use,the delayed report method when. '

1. . You feeﬁgyou can get - better data by sampllng an 1nd1v1dual s

behaviors periodically, ‘rather than _recording whole episodes;
for example, when Yyo need data on many people working
~independently.

2.. You are relatively short on t1me for training observers an&
processing data.

SV —~ !

L




' generatldh of valld and reliable documentation information.

{

3. Behav1ors must - be watched so carefully that recording would
1nterfere. - :

. — .
4. There is a possibility that recording would 1nt1m1date,
fasc1nate, or otherwise disturb the people observed :

¢t
Regardless of which: observation technlque 1s selected, you

must also decide how long each-observatlon should last in order to
. ; | . ' .

get a good picture of the program. You will also have to decide

who to. observe and when, over " the course of the program,

to observe. It is better not to do all the observations over a

. limited time period, but rather to space them out ~over thedpro-

-

- 1‘ . . . ‘
gram's beginning, middle, and end. Spreading out the obserwvations:

in this way helps to detect changes in the program, increases rep-

- resentativeness of the documentation, and therefore'helps increase

e g ' N . '
its credibility as well as its interpretive power for the evalua-

tion. ' : -

"To tﬂ! extent that it is necessary, observers w1ll need to
be ”tra1ned in the. use of thdf/partlcular technlque and the'
phenomena to be observed. This traihing is cr1t1ca1 to the

L

Perhigs the best way to get a full and accurate plcture of

bty

the documented _program is to use multlple measures and data gath-

ering methods that let you,assemble converging data. To the ex-—
. '] . '~ . ’ N '
tent that it. is appropriate to the program and feasible, a

\\comblnatlon of 1nterv1ews, records, and bbservatlons can be used

" fo generate 1nformatlon that . supports or'quallfles the plcture of

the program gafﬁéd by each single approachﬂ
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